
February 23, 19$53 

Dr. Lawrenoe had 
Baatsriology Dept. 
A. !,!a 9. Graduate School 
Naehington 12, 3.C. 

DOW Dr. Weed: 

1 ha&en to anewer your letter of the 9th, malizing its urgenoy 
to you. Howenor, I have only rlboently return& from a Pieit to the 
Communfcabla Dilisasc, Contir at Chamblm, and ccwld mat r~plg ~~oonur~ 
By the way, I ran fnto Sidbury down there-- La fact, he brought up 
your work when I (perhape prematurely) generalined during a le&ure 
there that there was not clearly proven oaee of drug-lnduoed, heritable 
reefistenae in bacteria. He had the mistaken Jmprsaeion that f would 
be familiar with your work tJurough pareonal aonvereaticnt Z wish WB 
WCIFB trw3. 

3 think the rsviww W,W rathsr hard on you, bu% WM justS.flably 
provohd by lerome of the same perturbatims of which P acmplainad i.n 
my letter of the 14th. UT’ the paper had etWk to the fl+%nga thmmelvea, 
rather than ol.aW a new, tp~xplored territory I think it would have 
been acoeptable even without Bdsquate proof of the origin Or the wrlsntar 
But the paper atirta and ende t&ing th%e For granted, howbait there are 
aaae quallf~catfmrr $,n the pdddle. &at X dontt prbposa to melcb, another 
aritiqw now. To armww your queationa, more sxplloitlyr 

1) Thfs e&s ae fF you thought I rev&owed your paper. X did not. 
2) The notion M using atrsptomyoin-rsaletanae would be to set up arti- 

fioial mixtures of’ B/S and B/C& wing the /8 as a marker to distf&sh 
the sov that developed later from thooe introduced In the beglnn$ng. ThLs 
would permit one to evaluate the eelactive advantage of’ B/Uu oveF B fn the 
presence of CU. But f would have to know a good deal mare detail about the 
oystm to suggest whether it would be possible to do .s crl.tl.oal experiment. 

3) Q1 the whole, f think it would be better to wait until B~EM of the 
more obvious axparimnts are done. Pour experiment of adding a relatively 
small nwnbsr of ~11s to Cu medim (p. 5) would probably provide the best 
feat. If the inoculum had no BUV~, and if sav, developed from a mla13 Snooulum 
which never grew apprsaiably, you would already have a strong aaee. Beymd thfe 
would depend on your own $xIgrmnt j Z would still be ciraamqmot about claiming 
Induction. 

4) Still the 3%~ and RNA per ml.1 is stfll tha most bq-wtmt point. 
f!oree t Carter would be worth looking at. trore iml:ortant, the 9%A:R3A ratio 
has been reported to vary considerably with dffY%rent growth phaeee of’ the 
earn culture .( 3oivin; HedsnjThis kind of work nakcrs angrtlring laoa than a full 
aytochemical oarrelation seem possibly trivial. T:y trouble with thle es&ion 
was that I erouldn’t Mgurs out just what kizid of trouble you vere h~%ng. 



5) The UV bueinees eeeme 011 to me ae a preliminary mention. It doaer$t 
seem to lead anyhwers in thl B paper, howamr. It tight have been better 
either to out it to a brief mention, or 40 do a eanewhat more thorough 
job (following the Rsrviewsrre suggestion of looking at ‘Aitkln’e paper). 
But f would not have made mob a point of this Incidental matter. 

6) It doee badly need to be referred to a oytoohemiaal basis. 

F) Hare I disagmm with the retiewar. Ephrueel’e work is a met,hodo?ogiaal. 
model for gowe. If you could preeent eueh oonvinclng proof of induction as 
he hae done, you would be naking!:an outstanding oontribution to bacterial 
gpnttics. 

Ae is& to the general piature, may 2 maks two euggestlms: 

1) do the not very oomplsx experimente euggeatad above under >), and 
860 how they ehaps up 8% evidence bearfng on Induction. 

2) write the paper over aga%n a little differently, begiizxing ni$h 
the observationa, and adding even au& barely connotat&Pe terms 
as tranafonation. In the diaoussion (Euad not the text) discusw the 
svldenoe for and lmpli,catione of iEduction by Fu. 

Xs there any chanoe your E. coli B f~ soz~et~ng else? Two th$ngs make 
mcs suepiaioue of' It: 1) Ewbg almost fall over when I said sm~one had 
done, an 0 and K deteminatim on itt “if thie ever wae a serologically 
aOm:3lata ooli, it isn't now”- 
and 2) in a couple o” 

af a oulture etrafght out of Luria’a lab, 
L admittediy car~ual trinle, I did not get any eov 

using our E. aoli B. Thie brings up m&her poiht. Despite your heotio 
eohsdule, do you think you eti3.l might care to visit this lab for P, few 
days? SJ ocwld dieouetl emme of gour problem oonsiderabl) better, and you 
oould perhaps get come other ideae and teahniq.~~e #‘ram uw in sxohange for 
a demonstration of your reqxlt. Nearly any time between now end the middle 
of Hay would do on our oida, in epite of Ule remodelling going on. 

Your13 eincersly, 

Joehua Lsderberg 

P+S. My f keep the me. a little wNle? 1'11 return It inrmadiately 
on raqueet4 


